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HE subject of my address today is birth control. I re- 

gret the need of speaking on this subject at all, but 
the public mind has been so deluged of late with misleading 
propaganda on the matter, that patriotic duty no less than 
Christian charity demands that the detestable thing be 
exposed. 

Birth control is stark brutishness. It is unnatural de- 
hauchery. It is birth prevention. It is birth frustration. 
It is nature perversion. It is the degeneracy of unveiled 
sex passion. It is what Carlyle would call pig philosophy. 
The seared conscience may try to justify it, but it stands 
condemned by the law of God and man. Those who prac- 
tise it, do violence to every instinct of true human love. 
They degrade the marital relation to brutish ends, and in- 


vite the curse instead of the blessing of Heaven upon their 
union. 


“PROMINENT” ADVOCATES 


I am well aware that of late certain “prominent” names 
have been enlisted in this nefarious cause, but, I am aware, 
too, that prominence is no assurance of right and truth, 
while the itch for publicity has often enticed the “prom- 
inent” into ill-considered ways, and into the support of un- 
worthy causes. As a matter of fact, birth control, histori- 
cally, has been identified with atheism. Two atheists, 
Charles Bradlaugh and Annie Besant, gave birth control 
its first noticeable impulse in 1876. Before their time, 
Dr. Drisdale, a man of the same stamp, wrote a book on 
the subject. Dr. Dunlop, himself a birth controller, ad- 
mits the identification of birth control with atheism. Have- 
lock Ellis, Dr. Dawson, of England, and in this country, 
Mrs. Sanger, are other names identified with the movement. 
H. G. Wells has written an introduction to one of Mrs. 
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Sanger’s books. If a man is known by the company he 
keeps, it would seem that the “prominent” lately enlisted in 
this cause, notably certain ministers of the Gospel, have 
some explaining to do. Birth control is utterly incompatible 
with Christian morality. It is the spawn of atheism, and 
thrives only where practical belief in God has been smoth- 
ered in the soul. 


CATHOLIC POSITION 


The position of the Catholic Church on this subject of 
artificial birth prevention, or so-called birth control, as on 
so many other subjects of social morality, is clear and un- 
equivocal. It comes as a steadying influence to a wavering 
world. The Church says that birth control is an immoral 
practice, an intrinsic evil in itself, a violation of God’s law 
in the marital relation, never permissible, always a serious 
sin. 

In a recent conference on birth control held in New 
York, the position of the Catholic Church was seriously 
misrepresented to the general public. Let there be no mis- 
take. The Church teaches that any and every indulgence 
in sex pleasure outside of lawful wedlock is mortally sinful, 
and that any artificial interference with the natural course 
of the marital relation is equally grievous. A Catholic who 
is guilty of practising birth control and who refuses to stop 
practising that evil cannot be given absolution by a priest. 
Should a priest dare to give absolution formally, that abso- 
lution would be invalid, and the priest himself would be 
guilty of grave sin. Thus the position of the Church is 
unmistakable. 

Some individual Catholics, nominal to be sure, no doubt 
indulge in birth control. But they know they are doing 
wrong. They either confess the sin and resolve to amend, 
or remain obstinate in their wickedness, whereby they cut 
themselves off from the Sacraments of the Church. The 
case of France is often quoted against us. But Frenchmen 
have fallen away from the Church in large numbers during 
the last century; and statistics show that where Catholicity 
is a living force in France, there is no birth control. Also 
statistics prove that in those localities of England and 
America where Catholics are numerous, the birth rate is 
high. Indeed Professor Meyrick Booth, a Protestant scien- 
tific student of the matter, and many other men of the same 
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sort, praise the Catholic Church for her successful stand 
against birth control, and warn Protestants that by the force 
of unimpeded fecundity Catholics will, in due time, sup- 
plant them everywhere, unless they avoid the birth-control 
contamination. 


BASED ON THE NATURAL LAW 


The position of the Church on this question of artificial 
[amily restriction, is due to no arbitrary ecclesiastical legis- 
lation, but is based upon grounds that must appeal to all 
reasonable minds, Catholic, Protestant or Jew, especially to 
those who are interested in preserving right moral standards . 
among our people, and in keeping our national life free from 
corroding decay. 

The moral intuitions of sex warn the guilty that birth 
control is unnatural nature perversion. There is a widespread 
if not universal shrinking from and repulsion towards arti- 
ficial tampering with the functions of procreation. The 
wholesome-minded among mankind more generally look 
upon contraceptive methods as unnatural, unclean, jmmoral. 
Individuals and groups may reason themselves into what 
they deem an ethical defense of such methods and may ac- 
quire a certain relative callousness in practising them, but 
even they do not always succeed in entirely quenching the 
natural disgust and repugnance that the personal use of 
contraceptive measures commonly arouses in refined and 
high-principled natures. Thus Nature herself through the 
moral intuitions cries out against the practice. To disre- 
gard the natural repugnances in matters of sex morality is 
exceedingly dangerous, and would lead logically to the tol- 
eration of acts which all decent persons condemn. 

The intrinsically evil nature of artificial birth preven- 
tion needs no labored exposition. It is the unnatural use 
of a natural function, implying the frustration of the order 
of creation. It aims to defeat the immediate end of a nat- 
ural human act. Thus birth control is against the law of 
nature. The immediate purpose of the marital relation is 
the begetting of children. That at once explains its use 
and consecrates its function. When the relation is so used 
as to render fulfilment of its purpose impossible, it is used 
unethically and unnaturally. Such unnatural use is a sin 
condemned by God and Nature for the very reason that both 
condemn the unnatural practice of solitary vice. 
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SuFFERS No EXCEPTION 


As artificial birth prevention is intrinsically evil, it may 
never be resorted to for any purpose, however plausible, 
except on the vicious principle “the end justifies the means,” 
a principle falsely ascribed by the ignorant to the Jesuits, 
but used most frequently in practice by their enemies. In 
the recent conferences on birth control, it was not told, even 
by a single clergyman of all those present, that artificial 
birth control was a perversion of nature and a sin against 
God. On the contrary, it was generally taken for granted 
that because it was a fact. and because it had an alleged 
social and economic justification, it could be approved 
without reference to its evil nature. But if a good end 
never justifies an evil means, surely ends which are only 
alleged as worthy, do not justify this brutish practice of 
artificial birth control. 

Dr. Clarence C. Little, ex-president of Michigan Univer- 
sity, a cancer expert and an advocate of birth control, in 
a recent.statement, declared that the fundamental philos- 
ophy of birth control is now accepted by the people of this 
country. Not yet, Dr. Little! Not yet! The fundamental 
philosophy of the movement is built on the false assumption 
that the sexual appetite is implanted in man primarily for 
his personal gratification, a theory which, followed to its 
logical conclusions, would justify indiscriminate, even un- 
natural, self-indulgence. The people of this country accept 
no such fundamental philosophy. They are too much in- 
terested in preserving the moral standards of America for 
that. 


WIDESPREAD ILL EFFECTS 


The effects of artificial birth restriction are partly physi- 
cal, and moral upon the parties themselves, partly domestic 
upon the restricted offspring, and partly civil and social 
upon society itself and upon the nation and State. In each 
case the effects are so harmful and destructive as to merit 
unmeasured condemnation of the practice from all normal, 
healthy and thinking minds. 

The effects upon the parties themselves are partly physi- 
cal, partly moral. Birth control degrades those who prac- 
tise it. No less an authority than Dr. Howard A. Kelly, pro- 
fessor of gynecology at Johns Hopkins University, says: 
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“All meddling with sex relations to secure facultative ste- 
rility degrades the wife to the level of a prostitute. There 
is no right or decent way of controlling births but by total 
abstinence.” 

That mental disorders and nervous troubles may result - 
from the practice is attested by medical authorities. Thus 
Dr. Paul Dubois, of the University of Berne, affirms: 
“There are more neurasthenics amongs those who give free 
rein to their passions than among those who know how to 
escape the yoke of animality.” Indeed many reputable 
physicians have made a large list of diseases traceable to 
this interference with the course of nature: sterility, fibroids, 
neuroses, etc. Dr. Mary Sharlieb, writing in the British 
Medical Journal, makes this declaration: “An experience 
of well over forty years convinces me that the artificial limi- 
tation of the family causes damage to a woman’s nervous 
system.” Thus Nature herself often adds her heavy sanc- 
tion to the violation of her law. 


THE Loss To THE HOME 


Besides being harmful to physical well-being, the prac- 
tice of birth control is destructive of peace, happiness and 
home joy. The home of the wilfully childless is a desolate 
place indeed. It is the house Joyce Kilmer wrote of, the 
house by the Erie track, the house with nobody in it, a dis- 
consolate, forlorn place, bereft of human joy. Such is the 
birth-control home. A monument to selfishness and self- 
indulgence, it knows not the joyous laughter of happy chil- 
dren. What wonder that such childless marriages often end 
in divorce, or when death takes the one or two children 
that were wanted, the parents are lonely in their old age, 
and the bereaved mother is often subject to the most pro- 
found melancholia! 

What a contrast is the home where birth control has 
not effected its withering blight! There parents and chil- 
dren alike share in the normal, human, home joys with 
which Nature rewards parents for hardships courageously 
faced and borne, for moral effort consistently and persist- 
ently put forth, for responsibilities unflinchingly shouldered, 
and sacrifices unselfishly made. For real fathers and moth- 
ers are trained not by the feeble words of human exhorta- 
tion, but by the living experiences of their very parenthood. 
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THE Cuttp NEEDS COMPANIONS 


Again, numbers are an inestimable boon to the children 
themselves. In this small democratic world of brothers 
and sisters, the child learns self-reliance; he learns gener- 
osity and the habit of sharing; he learns the give-and-take 
of life; he learns self-discipline and self-mastery; he learns 
fair play. All these primary human qualities are bred into 
the child’s life in the home by a vital method which is en- 
tirely lost upon the pampered darling of the one-child, birth- 
control home. 

No argument is more fallacious, no statement more con- 
trary to fact, than the stupid saying: “Fewer children and 
better children.” It is the normal, and not the small, family 
that gives the best children. The University of London 
eugenics laboratory has statistics to prove that heredity 
strongly favors the third, fourth, fifth, and subsequent chil- 
dren born to a given couple rather than the first two, who 
seem to be more apt to inherit some of the commonest 
physical and mental defects. 


Tue Loss TO THE NATION 


The social harm resulting from birth control in a com- 
munity or nation has received altogether too little attention. 
Here we have birth control working national decay. Mey- 
rick Booth, in an article in the Hibbert Journal, holds, and 
rightly, that no stock can maintain itself with an average 
of less than about four children a marriage, and he adds, 
“From all available data we must see that the average fer- 
tility of the average American marriage falls far short of 
this average requirement.” 

It was that sturdy American, ex-President Roosevelt, 
who, with his characteristic vigor and no mincing of words, 
called attention to this social menace of national decay from 
birth control. “The greatest of all curses,” said Roosevelt, 
in that memorable warning, “is the curse of sterility, and 
the severest of all condemnations should be that visited 
upon wilful sterility. The first essential in any civilization 
is that the man and the woman shall be the father and the 
mother of healthy children, so that the race shall increase 
and not decrease.” To ex-President Roosevelt artificial birth 
prevention was not birth control; it was race suicide. 
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The wilfully barren wife, with her lip stick and lap dog, 
with her perverted affections, with her brazen selfishness and 
repulsive self-indulgence, loses somewhat of her self-lauda- 
tion and false social prestige under the fierce light of Roose- 
velt’s biting indictment. She is no longer a social asset but _ 
a social failure; a shirker, a slacker, a betrayer of home 
and country. 

Had the mothers of the past been wilfully barren wives, 
some of the greatest men the world delights to honor would 
never have been born. They came from homes where chil- 
dren were many, not few. Let me enumerate some: Wash- 
ington was one of ten children; Napoleon one of thirteen; 
Shakespeare one of eight; Sir Walter Scott one of eleven; 
Fenimore Cooper one of twelve; Tennyson one of twelve; 
Carlyle one of ten; Phillips Brooks one of nine; Catherine 
of Sienna, one of the greatest women of her day and gen- 
eration, was one of twenty-two children; and Franklin, 
whom all Americans rightly honor, was the tenth child in 
a family of thirteen. The social harm of birth control be- 
comes evident when one reflects that the practice would de- 
prive the world and civilization of such as these. 


FALLACIOUS OBJECTIONS 


“But what of over-population?” cry the advocates of 
birth control. I might answer as the robot did when asked 
what he thought of Prohibition. His answer was: ‘‘Prohibi- 
tion? When does it begin?” The fact is that over-popula- 
tion is a bug-a-boo without foundation in fact, a fear that is 
utterly unreasonable and unscientific. As Dr. Louis I. Dub- 
lin, insurance statistician, pointed out, America has reason 
to fear under-population rather than over-population, and 
that our future problem will be not fear of the unborn but 
rather fear of vacancies in the ranks of the born. At pres- 
ent, in continental Europe, where birth control has been 
experimented with, Governments and other patriotic groups 
are offering bonuses for large families and subsidies for 
poorer ones precisely to offset the evil effects of this anti- 
social practice. 

“But what of the food shortage?” This is just another 
bogey of the unscientific mind, specious but unsound, over- 
worked but untrue. Even without new, possible methods 
of cultivation, and scientific agriculture, the world could 
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support many times its present number. The United 
States could sustain 600,000,000; and as we are only some 
125,000,000 at present, we need not fear starvation yet a 
while. 

“Ah! But the poor with their large families, their pov- 
erty and misery! Why not teach them birth control and 
relieve them?” Yes! Relieve them of the one treasure 
they have, the love and affection of their much-beloved and 
precious children! The poor need help, God knows, but 
the help they need is economic justice, not birth control! 
The place to remedy poverty is in the factory, not in the 
home; and the poor themselves, God bless them, would be 
the first to say so. 

“But birth control,” says Mrs. Sanger, “is practised by 
the respectable, the rich, and well-to-do.” This, coming 
from Mrs. Sanger, is meant to be a eulogy, but I submit 
that it is, in reality, an indictment. Birth control is im- 
moral. Those who practise it are immoral. And it is only 
by an utterly perverted sense of moral values that the im- 
moral are called respectable. If it be respectable to con- 
demn one’s race and kind to extinction, then, I suppose, the 
artificial birth control of the so-called “better” classes is 
respectable; but I submit that, to most normal minds, the 
suicide of a race is disreputable. 


“VOLUPTUARIES PROSPER AND PERISH” 


In the terse phrase of Mr. Bernard Shaw, “Voluptuaries 
prosper and perish.” Yes! History attests that fact over 
and over again. During the second century B. C., denial 
of God and of responsibility for conduct to a Higher Being 
spread over Greece, and a rapid depopulation of the country 
began. Greece fell to the conquering Romans. “Volup- 
tuaries prosper and perish.” 

Rome mastered the world. In course of time, they, also, 
were infected with this same evil canker. The Roman Em- 
pire passed from the scene. ‘“Voluptuaries prosper and 
perish.” 

There came a day when over the battlements of Con- 
stantinople the blood-red Crescent of Islam was unfurled. 
The Empire of the Turk spread over the whole of south- 
eastern Europe. But once more the evil poison spread, this 
time into the homes in many parts of Islam, and today the 





DEFYING GOD AND NATURE 221 





once-triumphant foes of Christianity are decaying nations 
whose dominions are the appanage of Europe. Yes! His- 
tory attests the fact that “Voluptuaries prosper and perish.” 

If, through birth control, America becomes a voluptuary, 
it may prosper, but it will perish. 

What, then, are we to say of Mrs. Sanger’s efforts and 
those of the American Birth Control League, to legalize the 
dissemination of anti-procreation information by repealing 
Federal and State laws now opposed? These protective 
laws are the nation’s one defense against the spread of moral 
corruption. To repeal them, or to impair anything of their 
vigor and force, would be national suicide. Public policy 
demands that these laws be retained. All lovers of the na- 
tion’s welfare will rally to their support against those who, 
by sinister propaganda, are seeking to subvert them to the 
nation’s peril. 

If voluptuaries prosper and perish, those who live nor- 
mal, wholesome, clean, healthy, and decent lives, prosper 
and survive. God save our country from the social menace 
of birth control, and give our people, for many years, happy 
homes ringing with the joyous laughter of happy children! 


Defying God and Nature 


Rr. Rev. Mscr. JoHNn L. BELFoRD 


A sermon by the pastor of the Church of the Nativity, Brooklyn. 
Reprinted from the Brooklyn Daily Eagle, February 25, 1929. 


HIS is a delicate subject. It is the name of an old plan. 
Paganism invented it. Civilization has revived it. The 
twentieth century is working hard to extend it. 

The advocates of birth control contend that no one 
should be forced to become a parent. In this contention 
there is nothing wrong; nothing offensive. But when they 
insist that every one has a right to do the things which lead 
to parentage and then make parentage impossible, they 
teach a doctrine which is wicked and pernicious. 

The natural law obliges us to act according to the plan 
and purpose of the Creator. We can see that plan and 
purpose in His work. Men and women are made and 
equipped, not merely to live and enjoy life, but to give life 
to other beings like themselves and thus keep alive the 
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human race. This purpose is evident to all men, even to 
those who do not believe in Revelation. 

All are not bound to marry, but those who do marry 
must regulate their conduct according to the end for which 
marriage was instituted or according to the plan and pur- 
pose of the Creator. 

Even married women are not bound to bear children. 
Married people can agree to live together forever or for 
a time without using the privileges of marriage. But if they 
do use the privileges they must accept the natural conse- 
quences in the shape of conception and parentage. 

Marriage is the means Providence has instituted to per- 
petuate the human race. This institution has been accepted 
in all ages and by all races. Forms of marriages vary, but 
in all the essentials the human race recognizes the insti- 
tution. 

Birth is the antidote for death. If society is to live, 
there must be enough men and women willing to bring into 
life enough of recruits to take the places vacated by death. 
If there are not enough, then society must at least languish; 
if there are none, then society will certainly perish. The 
length of its life will depend on the number of men and 
women who are willing to accept the responsibilties of par- 
entage. 

Reproduction is the strongest of our natural instincts. 
Nature made it the strongest because it is most important. 
Nature affords no pleasure comparable to the presence and 


the possession of children in whom the parents live and ~ 


reproduce themselves. 

Yet parents are not bound to have more children than 
they can support. They are not bound to bear them when 
illness or poverty makes it impossible to give them the care 
they need. But if they find that circumstances circumvent 
or proscribe parentage, they may not avail themselves of 
the privileges and pleasures which nature has provided to 
stimulate and reward those who undertake to keep human- 
ity alive. 

The birth controllists maintain that men and women 
have a right to use as they please and when they choose 
every organ and every faculty they possess. They claim 
that sexual pleasure is natural, and that every natural pleas- 
ure is lawful. Marriage, they say, is merely an arrange- 
ment depending upon the choice and pleasure of the hus- 
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band and wife. They see nothing sacred in it. They scout 
the notion that God is at all concerned about the way people 
act. He gave them certain instincts and appetites. He is 
not concerned how-they use them. What we call marital 
relations are quite lawful, they say, even for single people 
when there is mutual consent. They are lawful, they hold, 
even when every effort is made to prevent their natural 
consequences. 

Nor are they content to believe and practise this. They 
are doing their best to secure legislation which will enable 
them to teach and persuade others, married and single, to 
adopt their principles and practise their methods. 

There are some features of this doctrine which are obvi- 
ously evil. The first is the fact that it makes gratification 
the end of life and conduct. Man has no right to abuse 
life or any God-given faculty. It is wrong to abuse sight 
by looking at objects which produce evil thoughts, desires 
or feelings; to abuse hearing by listening to stories which 
fill the mind or store the memory with evil; to use the sense 
of touch for any wicked purpose. In the same way, our 
hands were not given to steal or to wound. Our tongues 
were not given to belie or to hurt the feelings of others. 
There is a natural use for every function, and when we 
ignore the natural and employ the unnatural we abuse the 
function and disregard the purpose of the Creator, who 
holds us responsible for the use we make of life and time 
and opportunity. 

Some seem to think that the Church has invented the 
law which the birth controllist hates. They are wrong. 
Nature made the law. The Church merely preaches it. 

Those who believe in Providence cannot escape the con- 
clusion that God selects the material which makes human 
society. Parents are merely the channels of life. The soul 
is the immediate and personal creation of the Almighty. 
No one knows His purpose. It may be His purppse to send 
into life a great leader or teacher. Suppose the husband 
and wife whom He has chosen to conceive and bear this 
child refuse to do so. The world may forever suffer because 
of their refusal. 

Nor is it man’s to judge of the value of a life. The 
child which comes from a source obscure and lowly may 
have a mission to inspire or comfort or achieve. Deeply 
hidden are the forces which inspire the hopes and mould 
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the morals of society. Just now we are thinking of Wash- 
ington and Lincoln. Who can imagine what the world 
would have done had selfish parents frustrated the plans of 
God by refusing to bear the children who have done so 
much? ‘Take even Edison and Ford. In their own way 
these men have been benefactors of their fellow-men and 
we would lack what they have given had their parents re- 
fused to give them birth. So can it be said of almost all the 
men and women who make up the world in which we live. 
The value of their lives may not appear to us. But, like 
the gems that lie hid in the earth or the gold that rests 
in the vaults, the value is there. 

While the most pernicious effects of birth control are 
not evident, there is one effect which is evident. It is the 
prevalence of contempt for the marriage bond. Every seri- 
ous-minded man deplores divorce and the disappointments 
and sorrows divorce entails. Unfortunately students of the 
problem seem to trace the evil to every cause except the 
right one. Most divorces are due to lack of affection. As 
long as there was respect there was love. Just as soon as 
the respect died, love died with it. Gratification is an elu- 
sive jade. It is always in sight but never in reach. Those 
who set their hearts upon it exhaust imagination and inven- 
tion, but they do not attain it. The more they indulge 
their desires the more they crave and the less they receive. 

Progress is the law of life. Disappointment develops 
disgust. Coldness becomes indifference, then neglect, then 
loathing. When it arrives at that stage there is nothing 
left but separation, and, for those who are so minded, an- 
other union. Is it strange that there are so many matri- 
monial wrecks? But is not true that these wrecks multiply 
in proportion to the spread of contraception and birth con- 
trol? With the diffusion of this pernicious art we may ex- 
pect to see divorces multiply. Perhaps it would be better 
to say we shall find marriages grow fewer and fewer. 

Contraception has already borne a child. It is an un- 
wanted child. They call it the companionate marriage. 
But it is really not a marriage. It is a legalized agreement 
to gratify passion and defy decency. So far as we can see, 
it is simply free love modified by the determination to pre- 
vent conception. 

The best way to appraise the idea is to imagine yourself 
the parent of one of the young people who contemplate this 
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so-called marriage. Could you hand over your child to such 
an association and retain a spark of decency? Could you 
consent to that union and then kneel down and say “Our 
Father, who art in Heaven”? If you could, then you must 
have a perverted idea of God and an inverted idea of 
parental duty. 


oe © . 
A Citizen’s Protest 
Rita C. McGotprick 
Selection from an address given before the Codes Committee of the 


New York State Legislature, at Albany, February 19, 1929. 
Reprinted from the Brooklyn Tablet, March 2, 1929. 


T is my privilege, gentlemen, to represent today 400,000 

women in this State who, because of their religious, ethi- 
and patriotic American convictions, are strongly opposed 
to this amendment to the penal law, No. 1145, before you 
today for consideration. There are prominent speakers 
here who will present arguments against this bill from the 
trained ethical, medical and economic angles. My state- 


ments are from the viewpoint of the average intelligent 
American woman; mine personally is that of the doctor’s 
wife, the privileged mother of five children. 

Gentlemen, we are considering a subject on which it is 
not easy for any refined woman to speak in a public place. 
But this bill may not pass unchallenged. I have read and 
re-read it with a sense of amazement, first, at its ambiguous 
language; secondly, at its strange legal aspect, for to the 
lay mind whose legal training has been somewhat limited to 
the procedure in Roberts Rules of Order, it seems very 
strange that you have amended a bill on Physicians’ Instru- 
ments which, in its original language, has nothing to do 
really with contraceptives. Bill No. 1141, instead of 1145, 
might have been amended more consistently. And analyz- 
ing this for possible purpose one fact stands out clearly: 
in placing the amendment under Physicians’ Instruments 
the proponents of the bill resorted to a subterfuge—they 
were trying to conceal its true purpose. Now, from my lay 
viewpoint, it seems extraordinary that legislation of such 
vital importance to the people of the State of New York, 
that will affect generations through the control of life itself, 
should be camouflaged—sandwiched into a questionable 
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amendment, included in a casual phrase, in passing, as it 
were. 

Does it not strike you that if this cause was an unafraid 
cause that it might have been dignified by a clearly worded 
bill, properly titled, and making clear to the people of this 
State exactly what its purposes are? 

Hiding its head under a Physicians’ Instruments clause 
puts it in the position of legislating what physicians should 
do. Doctors are permitted now to use measures necessary 
for the health of their patients. If the health of the patient 
does not require contraceptive treatment then we are taking 
a good deal upon ourselves to legislate this permission for 
them. The professional men ask the very pertinent ques- 
tion: “What right have laymen to dictate or legislate on an 
essentially medical question?” ‘The medical societies have 
answered this query in no uncertain terms, The American 
Medical Association, the Medical Society of Kings and the 
American Gynecological Association frankly denouncing it. 

Economically, the subject tempts one to plunge into it 
with careful analysis. The proponents of this bill point out 
the grave economic need behind the proposed legislation. 
Gentlemen, to a laywoman whose finger has been somewhat 
on the pulse of current events, the economic bug-a-boo is a 
fallacy . . . a doctrine of false reasoning. 

France a century ago adopted birth control as a great 
national economic wisdom. Not long ago, France was 
greater by 14,000,000 than Great Britain and Ireland. Now 
not only England, but Austria and Italy have surpassed her, 
and the scientific sociologists in France are hailing the con- 
trary policy as wisdom. They recognize and deplore the 
growth in divorces, abortions, irregular sex relations and 
excesses. They view with actual alarm their nation’s 
sharply declining birth rate. 

Italy’s Premier, Mussolini, has not hesitated to sound a 
grave warning about the practice of race limitation. He 
told his people recently, and this is in quotations: “The 
black and yellow peoples are at our gates—not only because 
of their fecundity, but because of their consciousness of 
what they may become in the world; while for example— 
and this is the important item—the whites in the United 
States have a miserable birth rate, which would be even 
more miserable if it were not for the Irish, Jewish and Ital- 
ian immigrants. . . .” 
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At an important meeting on sterilization in London, the 
Section of Obstetrics and Gynecology of the Royal Society 
of Medicine was addressed by the distinguished Dr. Arthur 
Giles. He spoke of the evils of contraceptive practices and 
the unhappiness of the childless marriages. He said that a 
nation with a declining birth rate is a decadent nation. The 
last census facts in these United States disclose the startling 
truth that the birth rate in this country has been reduced 
a quarter of a million annually (2.4 to the 1,000 popula- 
tion) over the five-year period from 1921 to 1926. That 
puts us in the decadent-nation class (Reference submitted). 

Two weeks ago Supreme Court Justice Dowling, of 
Utica, heard four divorce cases in one morning. All four 
couples were childless. The Judge, commenting on this, 
said that in his experience—as it is in the experience of 
every judge—the chief cause of divorces in the courts now, 
is the absence of children in the home. Where the married 
couple has failed to accept responsibility of a family there 
is no bond to hold them, and the growing twin evils—birth 
control and divorce—will be the causes for the American 
race to die out (Reference submitted). 

This brings us to another phase of the subject. The 
proponents claim that it is the over-production in families, 
the poverty, the necessity, that produces the criminal class 
that fills our State institutions. That is an argument that 
has never been seriously challenged. I challenge it now! 
The criminals in our State institutions, the lunatics in our 
asylums, are mot the uncared-for products of the big family 
—they are the offspring of a family in dissension—sepa- 
rated parents, parents with a moral disease, parents without 
responsibility. A Canadian, Rabbi Sachs of Toronto, has 
recently made an exact and interesting study of this situa- 
tion. He said: 


Going over the family histories of the inmates of two large cor- 
rectional institutions for boys, and one for girls, I found that eighty 
per cent of these inmates had come from homes split by divorce or 
differences. In other words four-fifths of these young offenders were 
from homes where one parent or the other had deserted responsi- 
bility and gone off to leave the child to shift for himself. So. the 
prevalence of divorce is a factor in the prevalence of crime. And 
as the home goes—so goes the State and the nation, for with laxity 
among parents, the young run amuck. 


_ The proponents of this measure tell us that such legisla- 
tion will be a blessing in the crowded homes of the poor. In- 





228 A CITIZEN’S PROTEST 





deed, it is most often in the homes of the decent, hard-work- 
ing poor that this kind of information volunteered by social- 
service workers is considered an impertinence. It has been my 
own experience, and the experience of many women whose 
Big Sister work has taken them into the tenements of New 
York City’s worst sections that the poor, hard-worked women 
never ask for this kind of information, never seem to bother 
about it. They love their children. On the contrary—and this, 
gentlemen, is a point that I want you thoughtfully to consid- 
er—it is our experience that for every family that we have 
found where the children are an economic liability we can 
tell you of 100 families where the children are an economic 
asset—an actual gilt-edged investment standing between 
the old age and dependence of their relatives and the public 
institutions for the aged poor. If birth-control legislation 
is a good law, then it must serve well the great majorities 
and not the suffering minority. We declare this bill fails in 
this respect. 

But, gentlemen of the committee, let us be honest in this 
whole argument. How many families of twelve, or ten, or 
eight are there any more who need contraceptive informa- 
tion? How many people do you know with big families 
in need? I do not know of many. And where the condi- 
tion exists that needs helping, would it not be more logical 
to encourage these people to help themselves by training 
them in self-control? Are we, gifted with will and human 


intelligence, inferior to the animals of the earth? The ani-_ 


mals obey the natural laws. They know periods of natural 
restraint. With them it is instinct . .. and the animals of 
the earth have not overrun it to the exclusion of mankind. 
Gentlemen, real Americans are sick of having their morals 
legislated for them. There are some of us who think we 
have enough will and enough character to control ourselves 
where there is need for control. Do you really believe that 
laws can curb passions or rule morals? No, the answer 
lies deeper than that. The fundamental American need at 
this moment is the development of self-restraint. 

There is another question I would ask the advocates 
of this measure. If this bill were to become a law, making 
it possible for married persons to have contraceptive infor- 
mation, what guarantee have we that every married person 
in the State won’t pass that information on to an unmarried 
person, girl or boy? How are the druggists to know who are 
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married and who are not among the persons who come to 
purchase contraceptive articles? What figures has this com- 
mittee received from the Birth Control League as to the 
number of young and unmarried women who flock to their 
clinics for information? I challenge any birth-control clinic 
to answer this question honestly. 

And are you willing, gentlemen of this Codes Committee, 
to take upon yourselves the fearful responsibility of ruling 
who may and who may not be born in the coming genera- 
tions? Last week one of the great city newspapers carried 
a cartoon that struck me with sudden forcefulness. The 
artist had pictured a mud-daubed log cabin in the desolate, 
snow-isolated woods. A thin wisp of smoke denoted life 
within. In the rough snow-bound roadway a weary horse 
dragged a country wagon. The woman and the man talked 
together. The man said: “I hear Nancy Lincoln has got 
another child—a boy this time.” And the woman said: 
“Lan’ sakes, I wonder what on earth she is going to do with 
it, little and all as she’s got! They can hardly do for little 
Sary now.” 

We know that, whether or not the mother did for Abra- 
ham Lincoln, he managed to do magnificently for himself— 
and for our American nation. Which one of us, gentlemen, 
would have been willing to vote contraceptives, if we had 
known, for his mother? 

No, what we need in America is a reversion to the char- 
acter of the pioneers who made America what it is. The 
men and women, who blazed our trails for us, had none 
of the inbrought ease and weakness to this generation. They 
knew labor and suffering and self-sacrifice. They did not 
know birth control or divorce. They produced clear- 
visioned statesmen and rugged citizens. They laid down the 
great principles that have made this country a great 
country. 

Is the Empire State of the Union going to forget itself 
so far as to set the un-American example of legalized race 
limitation? That would be contradictory, for the State has 
recognized the importance of the family by taking into con- 
sideration the number of children in each family as a basis 
in fixing the amount of taxes. This State must insist on its 
perpetuation. It cannot condone any argument for its own 
suicide. In its progress, society resembles “an ever-growing 
pyramid, which to rise to greater heights need an ever- 
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widening foundation.” If society is to progress, then pap- 
ulation must increase! 

Kathleen Norris, author, and wise diagnostician of the 
ills that afflict the human family, says: “No, let us control 
everything first! Control passions, if you can; control rents 
and food prices, control amusements and luxuries to plainer 
fare and fewer dissipations. But let every woman appre- 
ciate, in her very childhood, that life is the crown of life, 
and that it is her amazing privilege to give it.” 

Gentlemen, in the name of decency, morality, State in- 
tegrity and national pride, I ask you to kill this offensive 
amendment. 


Some Fallacies Exposed 


Rev. Kart J. ALTER 


The following selection is taken from an open letter to Heywood 
Broun, published in the Toledo News-Bee, February 22, 1929. 
Father Alter was at that time Director of Charities 
for the Diocese of Toledo. 

ROM the standpoint of individual health and well-being 

I should like to submit the statement of Dr. Halliday 
Sutherland of Edinburgh, Scotland, a recognized authority 
in this field. He states that the majority of gynecologists 
have reached the conclusion from clinical observation that 
contraception is a cause of sterility and neurasthenia and 
of fibroid tumors in women. So far from being beneficial, 
contraception is positively harmful. 

This statement is also backed up by the testimony of 
Dr. Louis I. Dublin, chief medical statistician of the Metro- 
politan Life Insurance Co., of New York. Dr. Sutherland 
further remarks that the practice of “contraception or birth 
prevention is unnatural in terms of ethics and unphysio- 
logical in terms of biology” (Forum: “The Fallacies of 
Birth Control”). 

The opposition to birth-control methods on the part of 
the Church is not based on ecclesiastical policy or Church 
legislation, as many people erroneously think. The Church 
merely interprets the law of nature and holds that any per- 
version of a function of nature is a perversion of the Divine 
will by which the laws of nature have been established. 

The use of contraceptive measures therefore is held to 
be immoral in principle because it defeats and blocks the 
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course of nature, and perverts the sacred relations of mar- 
riage from the normal objective of parenthood to one of 
self-indulgence. The Church is not interested directly in 
the size of families and finds no satisfaction in merely 
counting heads. The Church takes her stand in favor of 
the sanctity of marriage relations and in support of the 
laws of nature. 

From a standpoint of the social well-being of the nation, 
it is important to keep in mind that artificial birth control 
intensifies the spirit of self-indulgence because it is based 
primarily on the desire for comfort and ease on the part of 
parents, and greater luxury for themselves and their chil- 
dren. It is this spirit, the negation of self-sacrifice and will- 
ingness to face hardships which is fundamentally respon- 
sible for national decay in every period of history. 

It is indeed enlightening to read what Polybius wrote on 
this subject in the year 150 B. C.: 

In our time, [he writes] all Greece was visited by a dearth of 
children—and a failure of productiveness followed—by our men be- 
coming perverted to a passion for show and money and the pleasures 
of an idle life, and either not marrying at all; or refusing to rear 
children that were born, or at most one or two out of a great num- 
ber for the sake of leaving them well-off and bringing them up in 
extravagant luxury. 

It is the deleterious effect upon character which makes 
the question of artificial birth control fraught with so much 
danger to vigorous national life. It is for these reasons that 
authorities of the highest standing have taken issue with 
those who would advocate this practice... . 

That there is an inherent connection between the prac- 
tice of birth control and divorce rates can be easily demon- 
strated from the experience of such states as Oregon and 
North Carolina. Where the birth rate is low, the divorce 
rate is high; and where the birth rate is high the divorce 
rate is low. 

One of the arguments which you advance in favor of 
artificial birth control is the danger of over-population, with 
the consequent danger of insufficient foodstuffs, and with 
thin living and starvation not far off. This danger has been 
entirely over-estimated and can at the present writing be 
regarded as non-existent. 

In the first place, there is at the present time no danger 
of over-population, for the simple reason that our present 
population is hardly reproducing itself. We have practi- 
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widening foundation.” If society is to progress, then pop- 
ulation must increase! 

Kathleen Norris, author, and wise diagnostician of the 
ills that afflict the human family, says: “No, let us control 
everything first! Control passions, if you can; control rents 
and food prices, control amusements and luxuries to plainer 
fare and fewer dissipations. But let every woman appre- 
ciate, in her very childhood, that life is the crown of life, 
and that it is her amazing privilege to give it.” 

Gentlemen, in the name of decency, morality, State in- 
tegrity and national pride, I ask you to kill this offensive 
amendment. 


Some Fallacies Exposed 


Rev. Kari J. ALTER 


The following selection is taken from an open letter to Heywood 
Broun, published in the Toledo News-Bee, February 22, 1929. 
Father Alter was at that time Director of Charities 
for the Diocese of Toledo. 

ROM the standpoint of individual health and well-being 

I should like to submit the statement of Dr. Halliday 
Sutherland of Edinburgh, Scotland, a recognized authority 
in this field. He states that the majority of gynecologists 
have reached the conclusion from clinical observation that 
contraception is a cause of sterility and neurasthenia and 
of fibroid tumors in women. So far from being beneficial, 
contraception is positively harmful. 

This statement is also backed up by the testimony of 
Dr. Louis I. Dublin, chief medical statistician of the Metro- 
politan Life Insurance Co., of New York. Dr. Sutherland 
further remarks that the practice of “contraception or birth 
prevention is unnatural in terms of ethics and unphysio- 
logical in terms of biology” (Forum: “The Fallacies of 
Birth Control’’). 

The opposition to birth-control methods on the part of 
the Church is not based on ecclesiastical policy or Church 
legislation, as many people erroneously think. The Church 
merely interprets the law of nature and holds that any per- 
version of a function of nature is a perversion of the Divine 
will by which the laws of nature have been established. 

The use of contraceptive measures therefore is held to 
be immoral in principle because it defeats and blocks the 
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course of nature, and perverts the sacred relations of mar- 
riage from the normal objective of parenthood to one of 
self-indulgence. The Church is not interested directly in 
the size of families and finds no satisfaction in merely 
counting heads. The Church takes her stand in favor of 
the sanctity of marriage relations and in support of the 
laws of nature. 

From a standpoint of the social well-being of the nation, 
it is important to keep in mind that artificial birth control 
intensifies the spirit of self-indulgence because it is based 
primarily on the desire for comfort and ease on the part of 
parents, and greater luxury for themselves and their chil- 
dren. It is this spirit, the negation of self-sacrifice and will- 
ingness to face hardships which is fundamentally respon- 
sible for national decay in every period of history. 

It is indeed enlightening to read what Polybius wrote on 
this subject in the year 150 B. C.: 

In our time, [he writes] all Greece was visited by a dearth of 
children—and a failure of productiveness followed—by our men be- 
coming perverted to a passion for show and money and the pleasures 
of an idle life, and either not marrying at all, or refusing to rear 
children that were born, or at most one or two out of a great num- 
ber for the sake of leaving them well-off and bringing them up in 
extravagant luxury. 

It is the deleterious effect upon character which makes 
the question of artificial birth control fraught with so much 
danger to vigorous national life. It is for these reasons that 
authorities of the highest standing have taken issue with 
those who would advocate this practice. . . . 

That there is an inherent connection between the prac- 
tice of birth control and divorce rates can be easily demon- 
strated from the experience of such states as Oregon and 
North Carolina. Where the birth rate is low, the divorce 
rate is high; and where the birth rate is high the divorce 
rate is low. 

One of the arguments which you advance in favor of 
artificial birth control is the danger of over-population, with 
the consequent danger of insufficient foodstuffs, and with 
thin living and starvation not far off. This danger has been 
entirely over-estimated and can at the present writing be 
regarded as non-existent. 

In the first place, there is at the present time no danger 
of over-population, for the simple reason that our present 
population is hardly reproducing itself. We have practi- 





232 SOME FALLACIES EXPOSED 





cally reached a point of stagnation as far as population in 
this country is concerned. Dr. Louis I. Dublin and Profes- 
sor Lotka have recently made an excursion into this field 
of statistics and have uncovered some startling data. 

The birth rate, according to government statistics, is 
actually twenty-five per cent less today than it was twenty 
years ago, and the end is not yet. The death rate, more- 
over, is abnormally low because of the fact that there are 
still 13,000,000 foreign-born residents in this country, whose 
parents, dying in the old country, swell the death rates of 
other lands, but not own own. Every ten couples must 
have an average of thirty-one children in order to keep our 
population stationary. . . . If it were not for the increase 
from the farms and immigration we should have already 
reached a stationary population. 

What is particularly distressing is the fact that artificial 
birth control seems to be practised particularly in the group 
that from the standpoint of education and economic well- 
being is best situated to rear larger families. This fact is 
abundantly attested by careful research. We are told what 
is needed is more quality and less quantity. 

The word quality, of course, is exceedingly ambiguous, 
but even accepted in the sense used by birth-control advo- 
cates, let me ask how can you have more quality when peo- 
ple who have the means to do so will not as a matter of 
fact raise a sufficient number of children to reproduce them- 
selves? The number of children amongst college men and 
women is not sufficient to reproduce the student body at the 
universities from which they were graduated. .. . 

If over-population is no longer a danger in this land, 
then the argument of a shortage of food supply automati- 
cally disappears. Moreover, this latter danger has been 
grossly exaggerated... . 

It is interesting to note that you wave the red flag of 
poverty in the face of those who are opposed to artificial 
birth control, but have you any adequate data to show that 
poverty is induced by excessively large families or rather be- 
cause of the failure to practise contraception? . 

Are you, a liberal, going to become a tory and adovcate 
that the State should adopt a policy of adjusting human 
beings to economic conditions instead of the reverse, 
namely, adjusting economic and social conditions to the 
needs of human beings? . . . 





